
Data Col/u'illll

The: lead tile: VIsit in,·c:stigator conducted sile: visiu; during the: period May 29 10 June: 22
2001. The rc:sc:archc:rs used an lIc:ralive Ic:aming stn.t~ 10 sequcnce: Individual data collc:etioro
e:n'D1.5 and IMlr analysIS sucb that findings from one llC'li\'lly could be: tes1c:d in subsequent data
collection and analysis C"·ents. The: study ICmt shanxi periodIC summanc:s of study findmgs and
analysis Wllh study participants to cross check faClual accuracy, completeness, agrc:c:menl on
interpretation and to elicit funher eommcnt. Thc study tcam also shared periodic summaries of
study findings and analysis with an advisory committee of C):;perts in this area for review and
comment. This itc:n;live lc:aming approach allowed the: rc::sc:arcbc:r.lto modify. adapt. and refine:
lhc:ir data collecuon and analys" 8CIlvtlic:s as the study learn Ic:amc:d

The study team employed a number of data collcetJOIl approaches and lDS1JUmcntS to
accomplish the objectives outlined above. Data COlle<:tlOll rnethodologic:s included: litc:rarure
reviews; document collection and analysis from parlicipatinll state and public libraries and
private fundc:n; individual and group intervie:ws including focus groups; brief surveys; and,
policy analysis. Copies ofsclecled study tnsuurnc:nts appear in Appendix D.

Fie:ld evaluation is an art requiring quick assesSlTl('nt of opponunitic:s and dangc:n 10 data
quality on site. As Schatzman & Strauss (1973, p. vii) note:

...much of the: rc:sean;:h procc:55 consists ofdeaq wllh a now of substantive disco\'Cric:s
and "'1th fie:1d contingencies that ,'ariotWy modify 1M rc:sc::an:h; therefore: the rc:sc:an:bcf
is COIlSUlTltly ancnti\'t' 10 options which are eireumstantially presented 10 him. or which
are created by hIm. ThUll the: field n::!leareher is depicted as a sfrolqisr. for without
linear·specifie design. the researcher must develop procedure: as he Ilocs.

Out field rc:sc:arch is also a science. involving the: systematic e:ffon 10 reduce: error.

The Rudy team made: I systematic effort to rcdlIt:e error due: to rc:scan:hc:r bias,
incomple:te or inacctlfate data, and a host of other ClIlI!lCS. In this e:ffort. the researeheJ'5 used
standard techniques to reduce the: threats to data quality as suggcsted by Creswell, (1994). Gubo
& Lincoln (1981), Miles & Huberman (1994). and I'alton (1990) including:

• Preo$tr\IC1un::d research qllC5lions: and int~ inSUUmtll1.5, pre-plannc:d fie:ldwork. and a
prt-plannc:d final report. Interview instrumc:nts wtlt: distributed to thosc: intc:rvlC\\-'ed in..~.

• ChOK standard. well·regarded melhods familiar to 1M cvaluators and appropriate to the
selling (McClure:, 1994; McClure:, ct. aI., 1994. Ryan & McClure, 1997; McClure &
Iknot. 1997; and McClure & llenOl, 1998). Primary methods were qualitative (Miles &
Huberman, 1994) including the use of OOcUll'll:nwy cvidt:nce. intCTVie:ws (SpadlC)',
1979), focus groups (Kruger. 1994 and Morgan, 1988) and preparation of casc: studies
(Stake_ 1994 and Yill, 1994).
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• Documented fully research design decisions in writing and in discussions among the
study team.

• Sought dis-confirming and outsider evidence and points of view actively. Anempted,
within the constraints of the visit, to interview stakeholders from multiple-perspeetives.

• Responded flexibly to the new and unexpected opportunities the data offered.
• Documemed fully the dam eollocted. Where possible, the onsite evaluators tape recorded

interviews while maintaining confidentiality. Evaluators conducted follow-up interviews
where necessary.

• Used mixed methods and triangulated the data collected. Data collected from one source
was cross-checked with another. Thc evaluators compared data collected w;mg one
method with answcrs obmined via another method. The evaluators shared drafts of
factual portions of the final report with a key liaison at each site to check for accuracy.

• Pre-structured data analysis and reporting as sugges\ed by Miles and Huberman (1994).
This approach was possible because most of the data collection was pre-structured and
the imended shape of the final report was known.

• Checked the quality of the data by tmcking the chain of evidence that the study team
gathered to be sure it was firm enough to support statements madc.

• Created an expert advisory panel to review the project during its various stages and
adVISC the study team where necessary. See Appendix E for a list of the Advisory
Committee members.

Each of these efforts and others increased the validity and reliability of thc evaluation findings
and provided a firm basis for making recommendations.
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1llc sile-ba5a! data collection efforts. IRletViews and focus group "''CR \~ productive
and mformallve lidding a depth ofll!lldentandlnllllOl oblainable any Olntt w:ay. T1lc: in"auplon
were mosl imprnscd with tIM:::

• Oedicalion of Slale and public libnrians and gO\"CI'Tlinll board members vi...lled to
conlinue making public librvies !he eenlcT of !herr oommunllie$ and the IM::.\I plac4: for
people of all ages and abilitIes to obtain the widest amy of infomJalion in all it... forrrul.
We learned somelhing from each of lhem. and were thankful for their time:.

• LibraI)' manage~ detailed knowledge of informalion lcchnology relaloo revenue Slreams
and expendilures and the issues, impaels and bencfils initialed by the inlnxluetion of lhe
Inlernetto their communities.

• Participants' interests in the questions and topics discussed by the investigators.

There W3.'i significant interest in the study. As one library manager stated:

U"likfl I~ ullools. ..~ doff " gel a 101 of/«1erol and wllul you co1fni o;tr:nUl1juNJ"'l! So
..~ llavr 10 WIDU Me mosl of..·ltot ..~ name. The i"troduction ofthe 1"'('nIfI:11O f'4'b/ic
libraries Itot fflto'" Q Wi. NtTM, Iltat it is lJICCr;ufiJly. / Ih,nk. I/ndfIn<.uy il .._UJ be Q

sMlf/fI: if tM alUPlol fil1lM dn«1 lip flat "'he! ..<t Itove COfI\lftC«1 foils to IUe Iht
blttrntf. I Ihin! it'~ gnut Iltot $OmflfH/.fl from the f«kral govenIfflmt is ruJiJIg lIS f()N/
libr0n4'13 ",-#tot "'<t"t righl aNl ..1tot didll '1 tJN! ..Mt rIfIfth 10 be donfInur.

Tbesc and similar comments refleded!he desire of many study I*UC1pants to '"Icll tbeir $I(l1)'.M

The follOWing sections diKUSll the pnncipal national sources of external funds wilh an
emphasi... on the federal LSTA. Grants to State Library Agencies .nd E,rate funding .Ionll witb
the Gates Family Foundation U.S. Libraries program. The findings section of this n:pon
concludes with a presentation of issues common 10 extCIllal funding of Internet services in public
libraries.

T1lc: state and local library managers lfltCT'/lewed for Ihis study consider LSTA Grants to
SIBle Library Agencies funding to be. model federal program for:

• Takinll' sma!1 amount of nlODe)' and maximizing the bcntfT~

• Partncring among fedcnt.l. SIaIc and Ioc:aI 80"0:> lnuetlrs and p'wate sources;
• Minimizing bureaucracy whik mullrllZlng essential fectl:bliCk:
• Supportinl innovation whik~niwidespread use ofproVCl'l services;
• ASSIstIng those who can no!: afford and those slow 10 adopt to catch up; and
• Initiating the tramition from a paper-based 10. digital public infonnarion infras1r\JC1Ute.

Those inlCT'/jcwed stressed both the program's basic accomplishments and the approach used to
achieve them. Their sinllie unified complaint was that the program is significantly under funded
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givnl the opportunily, citizen demand, and its proven success. Th~r~ was widcspn:ad suppan for
the American Library Association's efrons (and others) to SC\:L1n: additional funding. This
section discus!ICS LSTA Gnmls 10 Stale library Agencies accomplishmCflts, approach and
several specific issues.'»

The llIl10unt of fede....l, let alone LSTA funding, is so smallthfttthere is no single piec~ of
equipment or scrvice that every public Jibmry can point to and say: funded by the federal
govemmrnt or LSTA. Table 3.1 pre5CnlS LSTA GranlS to Slate Library Agencies funding to the
stales visIted..)I;

T.b~3,1 I.STA Stale Fr ....m Fu.dln b\' Yeu rQr Slit Visit Stales
Stale ,... '999 2000 200' T_IIl__11

Colorado $2008469 $2019623 $2076291 $2309 836 58414219
Florida 56625 107 56 662 977 56 861953 57 659 4()4 527809441
Michigan $4,527,609 54557,)01 $4,632,550 $4,891,481 518,608,941

P Ivan. $5602,085 $5 26319 55587 87 " .... 19 '22680 10

Yet LSTA GnlnlS to State Library Agencies suppan (and earlier LSCA fLlnds), strategically
spent by slale libnrie:s, library systcma, and local public libraries, hIlS had a major impacl on
libraries and Ihcir cili:wJ ll!la'5. LSTA Grants 10 Slale Library AgalCies funding:

• CIwnpIoocd and funded many i"l'Oflallt il\l'lO\'a1ions in library information tee;bnology
which C()llecIivcly have n:volutioni1.cd bow tltis public institulion is used and run:

• NUr1L1rcd and developed the best innovatloos L1ntil they wen: an accepted part of
professional practice: and

• El\Sured thai libraries WI OOIIld not affonll~ proven innovations Of wen: laic 10 adopI
lbern, found a way 10 obIain !hem

LSTA is the principal, ongOIng, 50UKC supporting innovation in public libraries today. LSTA IS

also the principal soon:e of suppon 10 public libraries that cannot obtain pro,,~n innovalions on

)j A, IbK $Ndy ooocludcs, .... rJnl ofalCmal evaJ_ of~ lSTA live ynr p'- an: K1"lI iuutd. Sa: for
nampIe, MOT ofAmmca. FIorifI<J DioUiott 0{l.JJ>rury .... ,.p-,,- Srntoca UbnIIy SeI_ ...JT~
Al'f J ,..,,.. ,... w...
<lItqIJ d1iLdoo fLas/blOIJt.-dl_0fFi0:cI1.STAe\'tiIt.STAe>....htrnl>
.. DalI oIlwncd fium .... IMLS web ..", odmp:I/Y.ww•.mk.....t>.
" For funl>er ,nfonna""" "" SllItC Library of Colondo, lSTA cffom _:
<lIttpJ/www.cdc.tlllC.CO......GdttiM....htnP.
"for I\Irtbtf informlllioa 011 F\orid&~ o(Slate. DiviPou oflibrary &: tnformlllion Smiita.lSTA ~(forlS
Kc: <lIllp'J/W'ww.......lC.n.llSid/i$lbldo~A.btmP,
.. for L'unbot ako,,_ OIl L.ibnry ofMoc...... Libnry Scrvit:Q IIId T...I• ......,. AcI (LSTA) po.alb ooc:
<tIap 'worw.libofactt.lib ~_
• ror L'unbot ..formollOll <WI .... C I •• wc:alIh of P'enrl$yh...... Ubnry Servtcc5.-l Ta:IIaolor:Y AcI (LSTA)po""...'oec: <lonp:fIwww.-titnly.tlIlC--po..lI$IIibraneslcwplView.up..rS&:Q-40316>.



their own. At least, the above is true in all of the Slates and libraries visited and in tbe study
team's experience.

CmlCal was tk early use of LSCA and then LSTA GTlUll$ 10 State Librvy AgenclCS
funds to begin the \n.nSlhOli from a paper-based to a digItal Informallon infrastructure" to
transfer information and services. Most frequently mentioned in planning and budget
documents, evaluations, and site visit interviews were significant advances in four areas:

• AUlomalion of hllern.l operalions: Such as material sekction and acqUisition. the
librnry catalog and cilUllatlOn ofmaterials:

• Rnouru sharing ImprO\"l'm~nls: IndJ\1dual libraries banckd together into library
systems, the availability of digital ~ords and standardJ~ed lending policies doo to
automation made locating materials across libraries and sharing them possible, and
improved documenl delivery among libraries:

• CommUIIII) lilierott: inlroc!uetioa: Made communicatIOn among libraries and library
lISen With other 5OUl'Cn ofknowkdge pnttlcal and efficient so 1ha11lCCC$5 10 a collection
ofknowkdge was not limited 10 physicallocalion; and

• 1>lgital (ollcellons; Perhaps most significant, was the introduction of access 10 tbe digital
full text of journal and magazine articles along with reference databases and more
recc:nlly e-boob. State libraries and library systems licenstd these databases for tkiT
residents ~members. Libranes bepn 10 CJtplon: the applicatioo ofdigital technologies 10
help prescT\"c paper-based collections and 10 enhance access 10 librvy resouTCC$.

Libraries were among the first public organizations to reaUn: how computers and more recently
the lntcmct could improve significantly the way they work and provide service to the publk. In
some cases. a new role for libraries emerged: new information technology center. The libl'll')'
~ as the first place in the community 10 go 10 kam about and try out new lIlfOl'T'DltbOn
t«hnologies bef(M"C purchasing them for home. office, school or goverrnnent,

LSTA Grants to State Library Agencies funds were also used as a catalyst and as an aid
10 those who otherwi!iC could nevcr alford these technologies 10 begin 10 make lheir promise a
reality for citizens IIl:TOliS the country. When asked to $lUIlmar1n: the impacl of LSTA funding,
one lIlnrian CJtptessc:J a common tboughl.. -LSTA funds. partN;\llmty wluot they did f~ us
introducing the InlCmel, took libraries and libranans from 11K: marginal, the peripltery, back to
the innovative center of our community's life. I don'l waDI to lose thaI again.-

AI/tol,ullion ofInternol TecJ,nie/l1 O~rtllions

TlIe days of the card calak>g and book swnp~ over e1 most libraries as the first five
yeaB of LSTA GtanI5 to State Library Ageocaes funding dnws 10 a close. Smalkr public
libr.lries, acquired automated circulation Syslems and eatalogs, converting records from card
catalog cards to a digital format. These advances started at larger libnuies during the LSCA41

years. Smaller libraries panieipating in libnuy systems also benefit from automatc<! cooperative

4'1Db:__ ..Iiwa..biO<.. Ihe~h ....op:. .. ,ias,JIIIIiaa_JII'X'"'Clurelbolallaw.
til:nrt or tibtwy IfMI'I .., I<lrd.~ orpnze, Sll:ft, <omdab: mil _ ."...-.cfticI<fIlIy mil <lfuca••!)
.., lSCA, 1llc Litnt)' Scnw:a andC~Act fimcIJ.... __ Ih< I'fC'dcce-ot 10 lSTA
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material selcction and acquisitions S)'5tCllls. For thc citizen library user finding a book IS
noticeably quicker and easier even in the: smallest of libraries thanks to LSTA Grants to State
libfary Agencies fundmg..

The autornallon of these: core internal technical opc:ratioos make 'ibnuics dTllnl8tically
more efficient lind effective. yet there was a time when cveryone needcd to be convinced that
this technology would work. lSCA funded tnc initial introductions. lSCA and LSTA provided
a test bed for !he infonnauon induslTy to assess and refin.e their products. lSCA and LSTA
helped fund the oonfemlCd and ",orkshopl that Ultroduced libnlry professionals to new and
better ways of runmng the!Ie core library funcllOns. LSCA and LSTA paid for many of the
conversions from old paper based records to the digital records u!ied by automated systcms. And,
LSTA helped and continues to help the poorer libraries fund what to them is II huge cost in
adopting new serviccs.

These benefits continue with the Introduction of Integrated Library Systems (lLS). ILS
products link mtcmal openttions across function within a library. In lIddition. lLSs link e~tcrnal

digital lind Intcrnct·based information products. including the holdings of other libraries. with
local holdings of books, magazines and databases (sllCh as electronic indexes to local
newspapc:n). ILSs enable citiwts to search for and find the infonnation they need. and then use
II in the library. at work or school Of at home.

Significunt Impro''t!menr in Resource Sharing

The ad~'aoces in libfary automation made the sipira.nl improvements in resouree
shanng and Il\tcrlitnry coopcratiOQ possible. indIvidual library holdings could be digitally
oombined into staleW1de umon catalogs. This made findmg an item that II locallibnuy didn't
own possible and speedy. Communication betwecn lending lUld borrowing libraries WliS
improved via interlibrary networb and the Internet significlll1tly shortened processing lillK'!l. In
!lOIDC cases, materials were in digit.al fonn and could be il\5tlll1tly senL In other cases the paper
malCrial could be scanned and transmiued. And (aster document dehvcry (Of papcr.bf.sed
malenilis via library truek and mail became: the: nonn.

LSTA funding supponed the costs o( testing and perfecting these resouree sharing
systems. buying key pieces o( technology. and lr1lining library stalT. In some of the states visited,
these and other ,mpro~'emenlScut in balfthe tIme: nccdcd to obtam III ilml a JocaIlibrary did not
ha~'c &om another libmy. CitiZCII library U$CT5 now fmd dial they can obtain the information
their locallibnlry may I\(){ have previously been able to supply.

Community InU,."et ACC'UJ Begins: II sJarted ar rhe Public LUNary

The collection of information 10 which. library user had lady access leu than a dcade
ago was limited 10 what was contalllC(! ....i!hm the library', four wall,. Today, physical location
no longer determines access to knowlcdge or access to services. Physical location no longer
limits what a citizC11 Clll1 buy or sell, listen to or watch, or with whom one communicates.
Knowledge is no longer princIpally co.\\"eyed usina text. The introduction of the Intanet made
tlus possible.
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The first publicly lICCCS5ibJe Internet workstations available in communllJe5 lICrosS lhe
U.S. were 10000led in public librnries and funded, in whole or in part, by LSTA. This in tum
enabled local libraries 10 trnin local government officials, school teachers and administrators,
local busil'\CSs people, non-profit leaders and others in how 10 use whal has become a core part of
their organ1l.allons and their li\·es. LSTA funding supponed ongoing mining for library staff and
eillzm users. and created library based Inlernet~ for the public and library 5talfto Ilse.

LSTA funded many of the ftm klcal and llI·ide area networQ tinlr.lng library computm and otbcT
equipmenl logether. ThJS pand !be way for ~ elfeclJ\·e use of recent Gates Family
Foundation alllaros.

Digital ColluriOfu: DrumuliettflJ' ExfHlnd libraries AectS$lo Kno,,·/edge

LSCA and LSTA Grants 10 Stale Library Agencies funds helped the infonnation industry
develop and perfect electronic indexes 10 books and magazines. Internet access increased the
market for these products and apanded tbcir scope.. Many state libraries, using LSTA funding.
IICmSed databases thaI Includcd con: reference resources inc1uctma: encydopc~dias, basi<:
n:fereocc: IIOUTces and Indexes 10 mapzines andjoumals. Stale libraries also liCC'l'tS¢d the full t('xt
ofa wide range of newspaper and maguine anlclcs. E\~ hbrary and library USC'r benefited.

The consequence of this effort, however, was most dramatic at small public libTllT'ies,
branches of larger libraries, and at poor public libraries in every Slate where the service was
offered. Overnight, libraries thai OOI.Ild not alford an up-to-date reference colleclioo had one.
Overnight. a library'. magazine collection, often less than a hundred titles, added hUlldreds II'IOT"e

titles. The smallest of libraries could oontempla1e olfering refem>ce and periodical collections
t:ql.li\-aJentlO their larger urban COUSU1J.

The state Ilnd local library managers inlerviewed drew Ihe study team's allention to
several elemenls in the administmlion of LSTA Granl~ to Stille Library Agencies funds critical to
the program's success including:

• The LSTA er1I began on a positive nole v.ith the crealion oflMLS, Mgiving lilnrics their
o....n ageocy" and "moving librvics out from under the Departmenl of Eduea11Ol\ when:
....e WC'TC lOS! and second class cuizcl\S when compared 10 schoob.M

• Then: IS a p~gmatic. worlroable. division ofauthority and responsibility for how funds are
allocated and for whatpu~ funds arc allocated allhe federnl, stale and local levels.

• One particular asset is allowing state libraries flexibility, within appropriate federal
priorities and guidelines, for how LSTA fund. are used. This enabled quicker adoption
ofnew tcehnology, innovation targeted to local need and interest, and use of LSTA funds
10 milD the gaps and support Olber funding initialives.~)

., £'1-, Libnna IIO<IO<Icd help '" l3lle lUll ......... Dr E..mc fiIndIaI ond '" wonpltlr: .., "l'P' M • SIIft
lolnnes .-lISTIt. 10 I'und E-nle CDDnI-.,~ £,.nit web pqQ, ond ID <XIOlOb;t E-....., ....-bhopa. Severa!
libranan. c:oomtenled. '"withoul the ltlle libnry·. betp I """,Id l>o,"" Dever opphed ror E-rale.~
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• A sel:ond asset is !be State libntry SCTYes as a "bulIer and a bridge" between local
libraries and federal govanmenL State libraries can int~ federal agency intent
dl1lwing on e:cpcn blowledge of tile local context"

• A third lISset is tile balance many states (incll.lding those visited) have .wuck between
funding statewide inlliatl\·es (for proven concepts)" and oompetil1\"t' gntllS (fostenng
pI1Igmatie innOVlll1on and proofof concept by local pt.'t'f"S or enabling Iibr,lries to catch up
with proven technologiell)."

• A founh lISset is lIle 0e\-e1opment of. systnn. regional and statewide mindsc1 to solving
common problems."

• The skill state librariell' have shown levengmg LSTA fundlDg willl other government
and private funds.'"

• Appropriate balance struck among the priorities of:
... Stimulating inoovalion;
... Encoumging the adoptlOO ofprovell technologies and setVices: and.
... Assistmg libraries that can not presently afford lIle pro\'en technologies and !lCrvices

and assisting tbose woo were slov. to adopt to catch up.
• Mmimlzmg bureaucracy at the fcdenal, Slate. and local levels while maximizing essential

feedbaek for oversight. planning and decision making.'9
• It encoul1lged a close. hands-on. worting relationship among state and Iocallibraties.

AIkr nearly fifty yean of experience. these are some of the SU\JCllUl! asSC1S that enable limned
federal funding of libraries to achieve lTWlimum effect .

.. Oooc ..- In..y .,..,t ...,~ ....-.nd a WOIWI_ "'WhcIl II _ .., l\mdiq, Iooal libranos
_'I~Iy deal d""cdy Willi fcdcn1~I qenc we 110 lhrouJII!he tla!( litnry ..(xttpt for E_ral•.
E-nk IaUghIItf ""'" lIrl:y .." are 10 !lav. 1bo 1lIl1. library 10 deal oritb !how~.~
.. E.p. of twtw.... 1Ol1llll'VQ iIIcIudoc fnI IMlnry wo +Men; fnllnteroo:C ....,.....__ OOIU\C-. a\oD&
.... UIlOClIOlIId flalf llCblcalJOll tnd PJblicity; .wmmc:r roadi", 1"08'.'''-; I~ dllO-batc J'IOJ'V" PfOVid\"3
_10 lIlClu... -....-..0 odwr n:formce JOIII"CCla1ona with 1M fuillal ofr>ewspaper tnd 1llItpri... articles;
aod I l"Iftlle of library ...If <XiOltIlIuJIIC "Ch"'*"ioe IICIivtllOL NoIe, tibfw-1ea """" aIloo ....." -... ..__
10 inln>d,," ..-0>"" 10 c:voryono·I ..."f-. aliI'" illln>d_ oflho 11ltnne<.
.. E.... of <XIOJ1I)Ct'UV( V- lDCludt; "''"Jf'llod library J)'IlCrT"d-: I"'08fa'1'I w,.tod to optt",1 populal>OOl;
onuhllnod.. o;:oUOCU<JIIf and o-boob; library Iooal and ... ..,. ...-r.o"O'b; ond .....1aI I"Ud'_ of spcclll1lKd

"""'-" Ono litnnao commonlOCl, ..",.", " tooo of ... ino::enn_e now to talve a problem .vcry libnry flCel locally for one
6tnry (IOl/y"
.. A .-"..J...- of Ibo Florida 0.......... of Ubraoy tnd hlbmo._ Sc:rvtc:ct _ of 1STA fuftdo (MGT of
Amono:a, 2001. p, I"") •....,... dw 1I6 perrenl of librw>es ....'n..tno:d I/w:Ir fund"'llftor LSTA JraOI fuodll eodod,
lid llW IiO perrenl of tibnrios """'" 1STA money 10 a\ll1lCl a6dilioftlll partocn."

.. A _ lilnrion, odoomj ....ly IoeanI wo.......1S at ........ library kveL renIal!<ed lhltl "Sill< hbfams lind
lST... InIICII eaoicr to IldrIIlnlSlCf !ban LSCA [tho~ fockrIl pr-os:rarnl with I"" rN IO--pc and $hort.... more:
focused.. mn.w~ w,1b lIJaIOf fIoibihly 10 lOK »...,.,;led wnhia Itae _ ... 10 0DqI1_ Olbor
niIlllll _ (bodI F""CfIl"'"" lid pnvMe)....t 1fE-n*"" Gala) .....YeS.· M_..-:l ... feden!
tcvd ptdonce, dlfOCbOll and roquiranooIs wa-e Ioclpful. For ~I., 1M f<'<IUtn:>'lltftt for I five l"* ;nfont"ltIOD
IOChnoIotY pIarI lmonIly "1lroucIrt pIoowIlIllI to a hi&ber Ievd~ and "lri<:kIod dowIl 10 Ioc:II lii:lo'aru ...100~
Ibnr 0W1I r"", yaI pa- evaI bolilft tho~~-
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Specific Issues/rom the Field

State and local library managers interviewed repeatedly raised several Issues memioned for
consideration here,

Put the "C" buck in the Ubrury Service,'- Act

A consistent request from local library admmistrators in every state was to reinstate
library construction funding including: construction of ncw buildings, renovation of existing
buildings and modification of ellisting building to make them suitable for ncw infonnation
technology use.w Library construction was a pan of the predecessor library services funding, the
Library Services and Construction Act (LSCA). A not insubstantial portion of the demand for
new or modified library facilities is driven by new public interest in libraries and the new
infonnation technology they offer,

Ellperienced State library administrators note that local libraries did not make use of
available LSCA funds during the final years of that act. Local library administrators who
considered making usc of LSCA funds during that period responded that there WCTe several key
problems:

• Too much red tape: The large number of regulations and paperwork local library
administrators had to address;

• The need to meet federal construction standards that were higher or different from local
requirements;

• Libniry administrators (and local building contmctors) lack of familiarity with the federal
regulations compounded by the absence of local (to include state) assistance to advise in
addressing the paperwork and TCl!:ulation; and

• Meeting the Davis-Bacon Act requirement that building projects pay the prevailing union
wage ratc.

These problems made local finns reluctant to bid on construction projects and mised the cost of
construction. One library director currently nearing completion of a major multi-year renovation
of his downtown library headquarters stated that the additional building costs required to meet
federal standards made accepting LSCA funding very unallractivc. Local library administrators
suggest that iffederaJ-levellibmry construction is reinstated, libraries should only be required to
meet state or local building standards.

Speeding Up Competitive Grunt Procn's

All of the state libraries visited use LSTA Grants to State Library Agencies funds to ofTer
competitive grams in well regarded program areas. There were, however, three related concerns
consistcntly raised by local library administrators who had won awards about state-level
administration of competitive grants.

'" Thi. has .1", come to !he lUIent;on of Congrl'.... See for c:<ampte, H R t803.nd S, 61t the]ll'OllOSCd Andrew
C.",.,gie Librarie. for Lifelong learning Aot.
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15 there any way to reduce the time between grant application. grant award and receipt of
the first payment? In the case of one Slate. 2000 year applications .... ere due m Man:h;
notificatIon. conUllClS and initial payment WCT"e Rot made until July/August, more than four
months later, Several local library admimsl1atOn suspocted the delay was .:aused by ~t
agencies althe state level (e.g.. Slate Depanment of Education) rather than the Slate libraI)'. The
delay created reluctallce and unet'nainty with vendo" supplying technology and 5Cf','ices
required fOl" the award· when would they be paid? The delay meant fe\\'Cf month, to inniate the
project before the grant cycle .....as over (and e\..luation reponing due),'1

L14mp sum NI/lln- Ill"" dntribulf!dPfl)''''f!ffts

Is it possible to receive initial lump sum payments of grant awards T1Ither than a number
of equal payments O\'cr the course: of the grant'! A significant initial outlay is often necessary to
JlUrehase mformation technology for CCTUlin projects. 'The small J'I'lyrnent mstallments presently
received from LSTA competiti\'e awards 1m not enoug.lt to allow vendors to release: the
equipment purehased, Several libnry managen rqKlf1ed having to bank mitial grant payments
until they had I'l:(:eived enough money to pay vendor costs for technology. This again delayed
Imtiation of the projoet.

Is it possible to alter rqxlrting deadlines evaluating the project or the type of evaluation
rcquiJed? A number of local grant Idministrators indicated it was common to finally make a
project operational at the end of September with an evaluation report due the end of November.
Such a repon could DIlly be hued on a month to sill. weeks of data, leaving insuffICient time 10
reasonably evaluate a project.

Local library grant administrators did not view extending the grant cycle from • year 10

Ig months as a useful way 10 address any of these issues,

("'prow RqxmiffK Off ProofofCtH'Cf'pt (ffIlOl'lltiOIlS '0 Aid Dlffll5io..

Slate libraries ",ay need to re-think their presenlllJllllOlCh to diffusing inno\'&Iion to other
libraries within the slate (and beyond) resulung from LSTA (and other) grants. The researchCl'i'
regularly ern:ountered instane~ in every state where Iibrvy managers .....ere seckiTli solutions 10
a problem already addressed or wived USIII& LSTA sponsored funding el!IeWhere III the state (01"

" A _iot swr: Iitnry manaaer ,",o.1deo I _ libnry __• "WheII.."..-em Ii'unI LSCA IllSTA.." C'lIl Qoooo,'"
lbc tune bcft__rll:aliorl -.i ........ bylto&. Ripl_.lf\cr on ocndOUI """'1 IlOtifiCllIOn. "'< nUl tend OUI
• pan! ap«o'_ to the ~1:nncI IhIr .. bftnI funcI<d. They hlvc 10 1Il< tb< paM ........................

Ilplt,,", pnlCeSI. Som<1im<:1 tlw ..- bdo.e the COUllry Commlll"'" wblCh.~ <:1ft td:e I to 1. ......uhs.
In ..y cue, GU: we lei the pam ..."'" '" hind. 'I tak.. the ltale [no! the ltal< libnllyJ 4 10 6 weeki to rul the
check and mlil i110 diem. H<.'I'IC4:. 11'1 hInllo believe thIt tllc IlIlC lilnry could lei .......,. III .......yr- II.- 3
or 4 months. 'IbM should no! kcq> them m.n IWlIDI i",plc",colltiorl, We lClllilnncs Ihat !hey con lmplc"""1
...tobttpce IoaI mlll:b tbcy lei the paM ","'II..nl Slpw:d, MOIl """"I)' 1""""",,",,11~ ~illlC1lbe

lil:nry obIoplC local funds thltthel'un money .... 1hc way.~



nation). For c:<ample, one site visited was seeking ways to create a mobile Internet training lab
while In another part of the Stllte a library was suc:<:essfully using I mobile wireless laptop local
area netWOrk trallllng Jab. In another case, one ItlIte ",as successfully 1.15mB video eonfCfCllcin8 10
promote staff and local busine$ll tnIimng. In IlOOIha- Slllte, the State library "''lIS wondering If
video eonfermcing was a solution to Ihe s.ame problem. In most cases, State library personnel
wen: aware of the innOVlltion but not the need for knowledge of il elsewhere.

Speed'ng up the diffilSlon of lnno...lion ,s a ptrnlmilly dlflkuh challenge. The
following suggestions are made with me following Clveats:

• LSTA, and panicularly Stale library partners an: already extraordinarily 5UttCSSful at
rapidly movmg inno..-a.tiOft$ mto day-to-day pnctice. The i$SUC me, can a good prognm
be unproved?

• There is no need to ask the innovator to do more evaluation. A different ty~ of
evalualion or an evaluation by llJl outside team may be more appropriate.

State libraries might OOR51der the following possible improvano:nts 10 the LSTA competitive
grant process:

• Betur Identify the Innovation: Is a slICcessful grant proposal (be it a com~titive gTIIIlt
or- portion of a sllltewide initialive) an inoonUon WIthin the Sllltc or- nallOnally or is the
granl for- some odIe1 P\lI'])OSe?

• Enluate inlHtnllon grants dirre~.lly: Evaluations are done for many audiences and
to meet many requirements. Perhaps for innovativc grants thc audiencc for the innovalion
and their needs should be panmJOW1t and other audiences should be minimized or
eliminated.

• Con.Pder denklpinr; a (nallonally) Ilalld.rdl«d inoonllon ffponing form: The)dea
is to identify key information other potcntial adoptctS need to know and supply II
including: basic contact information, c:<plicit problem stalement, how innovation may
help and thcn did or did Ill)! help with what outcomes used as proof for what audiences.
tasks and timelines, budgets and _ of revmue, and key dsues faced. An
implClllCDllltioD manual (with prior instnJetion for how to produce one) may be a more
appropriate evaluation than lradllional approaches.

• Consider who, with wha' InctnllvC5, should dn tht evaluation: Is the innovator an
evaluator or would it be belle< to involve $OO'lCOnc elK? Is additional financial support an
iDCCrttivc? Should an outside team comprised oftbe next likcly uscn of an innovatioll be
a more appropriate evaluation team? How can the evaluative burden be reduced?

• Stale\\'ide (and nallonal) innovation diSHminalion planl: Plans for the dissemination
of innovalions may need to be developed and implemented within each Slate or
nationally. Perhaps: the Slate library should dissmllnate to all library managen I
ck:scriptive list of granLS with IIlnovallve cornpone1ltl (including grant utk and COIltlCt
information, problem(s) addressed, innovation, and means used to dctenmne success) 81
least twice annually. Once when the granl is awarded and once when the granl is
completc and a manual ready. Innovation announcements and implcmentation manuals
(if produced) should be mounted 011 • Slllle libnry-supportcd web :lite or web-based

McClllfC. R)'lUl. and Bmoc "
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database. Selected innovators $hoold IQIltincJy be mvilcd 10 present tbetr IDnO\'3lWlnS at
statewide Of regional m«tings (...here this practice does nOI already ellist).'l

• lnnm-.lor as paid (onSlIllant: The Stale library should consider formalizlDg a program
to link the library innoVllIOf in a COf1Sl.llting role (including modest hoool3num) wnh
o!her libranes seekinS 10 use the inOO\·al;on.

There may well be betler ways 10 accomplish the same elld. The imponant poinl is lhat presently
• very successful program of moving innovations 10 libraries may be weakened by IIOl paymg
closer al1enhon to the eoo-stages of the innovalion procelIs.

NtH to IIICff'flSt f-"fldillg 10 Gd Anclltio" /j"t/ Gd lire Job Done

Librarians interviewed with some: knowledge of the hislOf)' of fe<\eTa.1 funding of public
libraries always began their oommenl!l by noting Ihe unfunded lilies of the LSCA legislation.
Many noted the increased opportunities and dtrnands added by making LSTA funds available to
all Iypes of libf'.ries (while at the same lime oommcnllng 11 .....lIS long overdue). All uniformly
endorsed lhe American Library Association (and others') efforts to obtain additional funding. In
addilion, 5e\'eral clllsiers ofcommenl!l from local librarians IDlCI'\'iev.~may be ..urth attcutlon:

• If ,-011 ..ani to play. rOIl'n \:01 10 pay: As one librarian sultunarized. ~if)'Oll [the
fedCl1l1 government) \\'lInt to get our (libntries'J allelllion and the a"COllon of our
community. you need to increase the funding.~ Another librarian, reacting to E·rale
filtering requirements. commented, ")'ou can'l expect public libnnes 10 CO up against tIw:
pornography indusll'y in this COUIIU)' WIth what E-rate is paying us." As will be discussed
laler, mosl libnuy I1\lIDllgcTS believe thIS type of federal involvement in cootmUing
information access 10 be inappropriate.

• Ensuring the naltonal prGvhion of core sen'ices; Many librarians posed these
questions (withoul answering them): Are there core services Wt e\'ay Iibnuy should
offer? Is it time fOf • nation-.l library card? Positive answers could only be lIChieved
wnh a substantial increase in federal funding. Some suggested that 0l'lC' wlilY 10 acb1C'\'e
consistent~ Intemct-bllscd services and prugrwns throughoul lhe country al every
pubhc library WllS with federnl fundlDSlnd through prognrru WI set "'Indards and aided
those communihC$ who couldn'lllChleve diem.

Often, sometimes after a cwple of hours of poinllng OUI Ilris chance 10 make 1II cblTerence and
thol possibilily 10 improve library services lIS a resul1 orthe introduction of the Intemet, the local
libnuian would make her case: ~Look. we've started sometbing Itcre, But I don', think our JocaJ
te'SOUTCCS are soinslO be enough. we're gOlDg 10 need help to deli\'er, we've SQlIO filld a way 10

dehver 011 tIw: promise.-

blSUnl D'rimal (e.", IMLS !Ubonal "...-do fur Library Service prtIjl'Ml
<llll!rJlwwwimlJ.....lpwIISI1ibfuynib_nalJ.han;» ond __ (c_l-, fklnda'i F.1~ ........,. P'Ja)<aI
<bnp:Jidhl ckw. '1l1e ft.llllbJd,panllihanpt.yf..tnl_hlmI» ctrOfti _opt"" two '. lpry enltllbve purjIOICS;

on--~aleVUnelll mel clemoGIcrM'''1 (1II1q1s1Mon and Olhcn) value fur moo<)' 'P"nl. The fOCllS hom: il
"" a VJIlIIlIoonl~ or.......""Pon. <Ii__of........ri"" odeaL
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E.ro!e Funding

Most of the public libraries visited had ha(l initial eltpcrienee with the Internet
"expcrimenC' using LSTA or other funds when E-rate funding began. A real concern for these
libmries, when deciding whether to continue Ihe cxperimcnt, was how to pay for 11l1Crnel
telecommunications costs and, in larger libraries, how 10 wire the buildings and pay for nelwork
equipment 10 link Internet workstations together. Already these lihraries re<;ogni~ed Ihat dial up
access 10 the Internet was not a viable long-term solution. For another substantial group of
libraries. the [nternel looked great. When, however. would their local telecommunicalions
infrastruclure be able to provide a <;onnection, any connection -leI alone one that was affordable
and reliable?

The announccment of the availability of E-rate funding in technology areas where
libraries needed additional support swayed many libmries to continue Ihe internet expcrimell1
long cnough so that adoption of the service became likely. E-rate funding, in conjunction with a
range of other efforts, stimulated the intcrnet connectivity market enough so libraries formerly
without Internd connections hegan to obtain them - or upgraded those they had. The impossible
began to seem possible, particularly for those who were uncertain about the role of Internet
services in their library.

Many ofthc state and local library manage11l interviewed for this study considered E-rate
funding to be an essential financial component of their program to provide Internet resources and
s(..-rvices to their communities. There arc problems, This section presents findings from these
interviews regarding E-rate's b.asic accomplishments, problems with the application process, and
general E-rate funding issues including [ntcrnct filtering. Table 3.2 indicates the amount of E­
rate funding distributed to schools and libmries in the states visited. Table 3.3 indicates the
amount of year 2 and 3 E-rate funding distributedjusr 10 libraries in the state visited.

Table 3,2 E-rate FundiD~ by Year for Site Visit States,
lacJydn Rotb Scbool. ud Ub.......\

Sta," VOllr I V..rl V..r3 Tot.h 10 Dafe
f1/II98-6rn1/99l (7/t1W-6l3llNO) t7111GO-'lJOIGI) (I_I)

Colorado $13 945 827.03 $tO 746 905.61 $t4t516t1.43 )8.~4,J44.119

Ftonda $48003 718.99 $10025729.93 $534356111,15 171,46S,OSll.l7

Michi an $56 927 837.75 $7M 7SO 949.83 S5HU 98919 19\,66S.77P7

Penns lvani. $49 M9 748.96 S55 585 771.50 m 19956.50 IS7,46S.476.96
0l.>ato obIainod from SLD web ,ite < :JiWWW,.I.""i.~~ -
'J For funher infonnation on the Colonu\Q Stat. Library E,rale program <fforts ICC' E-rale TnOI1IttS.

<http://www.aclin.orlVwebtele/<rale.html:>. For Cokndo Stale Library technology planltin8 efforts ICC:
<http://,,,,,,w.cd<,stat•.co.uslcd<libile<:hoologyltechplan.blm>'.
.. For fum"," information on tho Florido Departm.nt of State. Division of Librwy &; Infonnation Servicn, Libruy
tecboology &; E·l1ll< roSOY",.I. see:
<http://dli...lol.nate.fl.uolhld/Library_TecWBLD_libtech.html:>.

" For further infonnation "" tho Library of Micbigan. Univ...sal service fund dTons ..,,,
<http,lIwwwJibolini<:b.tib.rni,uslsc-,viceslu,finfo.html:>.
.. For fUrltier information on the ComrnoowCIllth of Pennoylvani. Library', E'rate efforts ..,e:
<http://www.pde.psu.edulusf/ind.x.htm\>.
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Tabk J.J Yrar 2·J E-nle "'undin Onlv 10 Public Ubrarln in Sile Visit Slain..
!>l.f~ " ..,1 %ofT.fal " ..r) %ufTecai

C....... 1679.911,02 6% 5711.5067,90 6"'>
""'" EJ465 891,71 5'10 S2997 79,0) 6%
101 SI.30 ~ 51 9710.25 J%
~vMn'" 0887J6,90.% 51 52 81..) )%
·S!ud)'_ ......yaioofSW_"'_~_ ........ .-..-....H,

I'Jespite a I1IIlge of programs and a multi-year effort to equalize, the ulstlng
telecommunications infrtlstructurc throughout thc: Uniled States. the levels of service available
and their affordabi'ity remam qUite diverse. Se\'erallibrary managen in runilJ areas in differmt
slatC$ commented that E-rale funds have made it possible for $OITIC librvles to have a phone for
the flfSltime. let alone an Internet COIlnection!

MOSt of the Iibnry managcn interviewed said that E-rate nllldina took Inlerncl access
eosts DIll of the eqUlltion when lrying to decide whether to ofTer Inlernet seTVKes. II what
bandwidth. and wben 10 start. Often, CO\'mng Internet and lelecommunications charges were
critical as 'ocal funding was not available for this recurring cost. E'Tlte funds enabled many
libraries 10 sustain Inlernet services initiated by equipment granls from other funding sources.
As a result. more libraries were able to ofTcr, or continue 10 offcr reliable Internet services
SI)(HlCI'. Said differently. some libnuidi visited mighl 110I have been able to continue 10 offer
Internet seTViees even though they had thc: operating equipment, bec;all$l' they did not hne the
resowttS 10 ply telecommunication eharges that E-Tlle covered.

Many of lhe libmics visited used E.f'llte funding to purchase access to higher bandwidth
Internet connectivity" sooner than they otherwi$l' could have atTocded. As a result. U$I' of the
Internet was more reliable and, IS one library manager noted, "reluctanl new USC1'li are having a
_ satIsfying experience and IS a result are returning." Higher bandwidth enabled librv'ics to
hellcr mttt increased I1Stt demand. Higher bandwldth allowed the ready use of graphical
workstabOllS in libnrics. a completely different and betlef o:periencc than monochrome
lenninals- thus enabling libraries to "lrKt _ new USCfS. Higher bandwidth allowed libraries
10 COfItinue 10 attract home lISen bec;ausc: lbe libr1lry's bandwidth was beuer.

A recent partnership effan in Oregon llJUStr.il1cS how E-rate funding can be [e".ef'llgtd to
provide broadband conlJC(:tions to evea' public library in the ~1Ite. The State of Oregon
EDterprise Network (SOEN) agreement between the StIte and Qwest and a group of~
providcl'll allows any public library (school or local government) in !be state to obtain TI access

I' I!.J., &om doal "p 10 S6kbp11O ISDN or Tl. etc.
• r.. fianIlcr mformal_ .... Sdleppb (2002)
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for 5397 a month. That tOSI will be furtller reduted because the: State will file E-nlle applicaliOll5
for school and public library SOEN participants (saving them the has!;le). II is estunaled Ihat •
library with. 60"/. E.nte discount will~ 5167 per month. In addmon laler thiS year,!be CO$t
of instalhng a new data line IUId providing lelecommunications equipment will be CQvem:! for
public libraries eligible for Gates funding. The stale librarian summaIitcd, "Thllllks to SOEN, J
believe every publit library and Sl:hool library in Oregon should be able to have rtliable,
affordable. broadband CQllIlCCtions., begIDnlng this year.-

Were all of the: new usen: attnlCla! by the higher bandwidth E-rate provided, member's of
the group most likely to be affected by the digital divide? This was likely the case, at least in
cenain loutions. As example_ sec, the Library Research Service (2001. May 8) sludy ItIaI found
that 62"" of Colorado library patrons sun·eyed ...1l1le in !he library rnpondcd thai they lacked
Internet access at both home and wort.

No Infemelllr Om', Be /Iud, Your Sol.. ,ioll is WirtiC$5 or 1'0" iJOft'l WOllt COllft6:1/o'ily

Today there appear to be only dtttt rt:a5O<lS why a library is DOl CQl:Inf.ICIed 10 !be Inlernet:

• An Internet connection of any type can'l be had unlil phone or cablc connection is
brought in. This is rare.5'l

• 11le library's only immediate Inlemel connecllOl'l solution is wireless. E-r1te,
inexphcably (111 \easl. to every library tnlIll.Iger IDICI'V~) docs DOl fund win:1ess
conncetions.60 Wireless offers the best Of IIIOSt allraCIl\·c solution to a number of
libraries. In one case among the libraries visited, in a rural selling. the local grain elevalor
subsidi2ed the wireless tonnection. In another case. an urban setting, the library
IDtroduccd WIreless technology. the city subsequently adopted il and funded the library as
well.

• In very nrc cases, a library does not hove an Internet COI\rlOClion be<.;ause local library
adminiSlIalion h.., chosen (for whalCVer rellSOn) nollO provide the service.

One library adminisuator summariud. ME_ralC has allowed libraries 10 experience better $lCl'Vice
IbaDd...,dth) than they could otherwise afford for less money. E-nlte has made the cost of.
telecommunications CQnneetion less or a factor than Ivailability.M A runtl librarian echoed a
common senlimenl, "E-nlte funding may nOl be much, but we need il. Now, if E-rate would only
fund wireless solutiorul!M

'" E...te luo. nol provided """"'Hh of an IncenllV. for \be marl<.o in th.se ...... SLlte litnry odmioi$lnI.torI beli.ve
chatOM next hope for thooe IlOConn.":Ied pookcU will b< when IUltelel.-rommuniwioons plant ""end 10 thooe_
Td«AA' 1CIbOnI pnwiIIen, .. onkr '" obwD 1M UMeJ t-_ Iood '" ...... '" _ all of doe _'r::: <-1oocIq I..... ond Idooob). Sa: tIoe~~ -...e. <: _".e (2(llP.)

"TI", If accodc:.pVUlIhe lIIllClUfWof~for E-nle ru..ti..,-....--. ...t~ ...tfno«>d.
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Public Library Applicant Experience

Ubnfy ma~ who tried or oompletod the E-mr appIiallion process w~ not shy
about volUIlteering their cxpcricnccs wllh !he process and the picture ....lIm't prc«y. The
application forms and procedures were perceived by mosl library applicanls (or their surrogates)
eo be 1II0rdinately Mcomplkalcd.- -cumbcrsolllC,- '~cn, k "ambig\lOUS,M and "CO!1SWItly
changing from funding cycle to fuudmg cycle" (which did DOl follow SUlII: or local calendars or
fiscal norms).

The requirement that applicants JlO$I a 470 form announcing Uw !hey intend to pun:hase
IClccommurucations !iC1'VICC!i and then having to wait 28 days was (and remains) • huge
interfercn<:e in local purchasing and procurement practice in sevcral ~utes.·' A Florida State
library program manager notes lhal. "It is one of the single mosl imponant rcasollS why libmiC!i
in (SUIte I1lIme deleted) fall out of the E·Rate. The lasl thmg a coonty purchasing adnunistTllO'" is
gomg 10 do is adhere to a rule Uw forces Ihcm 10 intCl"llCt ...,th a complicated filing system on
some Washington OC non·profit's web site."

In .kImon, the applicahon process. M...wasn't like filing your taxa wilh the IRS, .... bcre
you spend a \01. of UIlIC filing one time and )"Ou're done fO'" a year, it .....as COlldnuous and
unc:nding, First, there was a series of forms each taking a lot of time. Then when you think you
~~ewiththe~thep~callss~.~d~w~~th~lhc~and~

calls~ done they audit you and you ba\'c 10 days 10 u:spolld!M The person that filled OIlt the
library's E·rall: application oOen changed from funding cycle eo funding cycle. The task had low
appeal. One State libl1ll')' E-mte coordinator estimated thallhere was a 50"/. turnovCT in who lills
out the applicauOD forms allocal public libnuies from yar-lD-year.

Is it possible to simplify and strcamlirw the .ppJication procus1

Sevel1ll experienced grant wnters agreed with this appl1lisal, ~For the amount of work It

takes to complete tile paperwork il is not .....onh whal ....'C gC1,- As one \'tleran grant wnter
commented, "I have not deal! directly with a fedC11l1 .gc:ncy 10 obtain libmry funding unlil E·
mle:, It seems so ponderous... it is ju;;t not worth it." Although the agony of the process ll.I1d
procedures for oblaining E-nte ......ards .....ere often described as Moner'OI.I5 and abnormally ume
conwrrung." IIlOR participants were willing eo spend tile staff time to obtain tile .....1ttds because
they needed the money.

Libnry admllli5lTalon., wben they weren't expressing fruwat:ion with the exisung
apphcation process, seemed 10 be willing to tolemte some: StaI1 up ulICClUinlics llItd mistakes.
"After all. one doC'S not create a perfect multi-billion dollar fc:dcml assistance program
overnight," was the sentiment among some. There WlIlI widespread 5CIllimeni IMI the

.. State Lo.... may ~UI", • thortet post1"' penod. For eumple. in Florida bMl I.......ya you posI your bid
IIdvttli_ fur 10 cbya, I>Ql 28. The fedenJ Oflke of M....,erncnl and IhMl.~ rula lay Ihat whea Ihm u.
connie! be....""n -.: .t. kden.1 rub l"'" .. W1th Ibe _... • • I~_y .... lIIoncw Ih.. OM8 ........
• dle~-_is,_.aIl

....,"'"



cumbe~i1e applieatJOn needed reform and 5lTeamIining. Two suggcstiom... focu5ed on
applicaliOfl.!l for Internet access and telccommunicaliolt'l subsidies,~:

• Reduce the number of times when a library must apply to Qnly occasions when a major
programmatic cltange is proposed, for example, an upgrade to the library's network: is
planned As one administrator commented, "Make the fir.lt applicatIon toogb if you
mus!. OUI don't make us ~.pply ...hen nothmg on our end has changed"

• Rcd~ local public libtvy invol\'emet!t in the: applicatllXl process, Library
adrmm'itnton potnled out thai much oftbc: j'lf1XaS mvo!\'cs data and eenifJCllIJOfI.!I ,bout
the local library SllUalion twailablc from other fedenl and stale .genclCS and.or
transactions with service vendors. Why Isn't it Jl'05Slble, many library admmistraton
wondered, for the only time a local library tlMb about E-rate to be when they thankfully
read the amount of the subsidy deducted on Internet service provider and telephune bills?

There ...lIS considerable concmJ tbatthese progBJrul continue with fut~ upgrades and program
~'e1opmenl

AJI library managers hoped thatlhc fc:deJal E-ratc funding cap would be rai5ed from its
cunmt le~1 of S2.2S billIOn and that there would be conlinued eXpallSlon of the: li!it of eligible
products, SC'rvices, and \'cndors, A key concern was sustainability of the: progrvn. E-nlle funds
affect a library's operating budget, so knowing reliably how much money is corninl!: (for sure),
and whcn, matters as much if not more than variable increases that cannot be sustained or
predicted. A second key conCmJ was whether any program upansion would make a
complicated application process slill more «JIlIplicalcd. All agreed that slTeamlinins and
simplifying an already cumbersome: process was the: first priority, Some libnry administmoB
wen: hopeful that future E·rale awards would be expanded to Include odJcr related Deeds. tuCh as
worbI3tion rtplaccmcnt, IO~. licensed databuc:s, hmng. promooon of lnteme1 5CTVice:s.,
=.

Basic Problem: Librarief Sjtuationi Fir MOre Complex than Imagined

So why did a good program idea become so complex and cumbersome: In

Implementation? ~ are many possible lUI$wers. Many of the: inlcrVic:wed library
administra!0f5 believed that E-rate program adminiSlntor'$ did not realize. assume or imagme the
complexity and variety of local IIbfaty circumsu.nces related 10 the IlUS co\'C!"Cd by the E-rate
prosnm. ....hen !bey opc:rallonalized fcdenl lc:gisllll00 into I prlt program.

MAAr Libraries HIId Othe'l Compl,"" the Applications

Many libraries did not apply themselves for B-rate funds due to the complexity of the
application process. Instead, individual libraries relied on surrogates including library system
administnltOB, local school districts, and individuals or small companies. In one instance,
Hawaii. the Stale: libnry comple:te:d E-rate applications fot" the fil\y-branch system.. In Wisconsin
lDd Indiana,~ the Stale libnry or • swe-kvel consortia mod E-t'llIe applications that made
tndividual library access to higbeJ bandwidth at • reduced OOSI possible throughout the JWe- In
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several insUllloCo, libnuians were unsure whether they had rteeivcd E-me funds because, as it
turned OIIt, the lilnry system applied for them.

Librvy syslffnS and consonia played ential roles 10 SC'o'eral instaJlCC$ emuring thai:

e Members applied and/or the system applied on behalf of the members, and tha! the post
application process was monitored with E-rate officials;

• Members had assistance with technology planmng and that mdtvldual library plartll were
coordinated to lTllUimize their utihty within the s~tcm; and

e Members recei"ed discounted rates with vendors based 011 aggregation of dcnund and
other facton..

Library SySlCIDS and consortia efforts worked best when they wen: coordinated with Slate library
efforts. Library s~lems and eonsonia effons were essential when the State library was
overwhelmed or failtd to llCt

One of the library managen woo rated the F.-rate programll the highest was a rural
librarydirtetor who hll'ed a retll'ed teacher to do the E-rate application papnwork for the librvy.
"I just answered a couple of qucstiOll$ and agreed 10 pay him $50 lID appli<:attOD page, and he
hastl'l billed 100 regular, mind, and the discount appears on my phone bill every month.~

Library systems frequently applied for their memben yel many of !be library system
managers iDlerviewed did not believe that there was any ready proVISion for aggregating
applJcatioos (or all libraries in a systcm, all libraries in a Slate, or all schools and libnuies in a
town or county." A library s~tem adminislralOf had 10 fill ClUI' separate application for each
system membef" ralheJ!han one application for the S~lem. One vcleran library granl writer for a
library s~tem summarized: "It was a minimum o( 10 hours pet" library, once I ttO' going. The
application process involved dlffleult to fiU 0111. confusing, and unnecessarily repetitive forms:'

The F....rate application technology plan requirement was, for many libraries visited,
-already in the pipe!ine~ when it was announced.ll Technology plans ..~ dccmcd useful fot

OJ ""*' TK Iilnry only ..,pI.... for die ..1«:0.,,1__ ond lnte:nld """'" .........

.. Thi. appears 10 be a COIIIIIlOII bullllllnlC UIWT1plIOIL AD £Orale lui< force membc:t _Ihat., "'111.. " I myIlI ...
a -.bcr ~ Ia.y JY"CIIII IlltUSlrally -agrepIC Ihrir apptlCIrionI mcl..clm&: ~ Wesrcbesla" (NY] Uhnry
Syacm. M,.,..., Rooeon:h and Educllim Netwolt (MORtncI) ~:lIWww__.-.'>, tlld.........eplW& '"

all ocbooll ""'" Iilnna ...... die ..... ...,...'" ond lbo flonda Inf ,,_, Rctoun:e Netw<rl: (flRN)
<2IIlp:lIwww.fim.edut>..Illl."...bebaJfofaillibnneoandlChook lIlt_.-".-r.11IICnoCI
_.~ II. llOIllJlWCI, "WhIl1his ..ysl>nwcva', .llhallM~ ..... ""' nol ....,11 ........lOOd by If!!lIkonlS. If
!boy 1O'Cft bccIco" ................ dIcIo .. I ' ....11 would 110I be made. So, bow do)'Oll """'""'" muiar.....- .. I
complex program'r
II For .. b"brMy c1bu rriIlrd '" ICChnolocY pial.... _, 11,.-, Joc IW!w-lioto ............... P Uofix-li<M
J""lfarioroab $laM Lihnuy A<borJrriflD'tJ T~ I'IiuIttUla """ F'1lNIi'W
<hnp:l....'ob.s)'l.od~IIlfopmI&ec:hplIml>_
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large libraries and library $y$tems -where coordinalioll and ;mte$ of equity maUers more:' Many
of these large libraries alTQdy had thtsc: pllUl$ In place prior 10 the E-n.te~

Technology plans were less helpful for small libraries. One rural librarian commented,
"Look, I had one worksution, I unexpe<:tedly got a second from the health dc'pattment There is
110 likelihood of more. I don't know ",h~ [ will get l'q)1~I$, What's 10 planr Yet
li~ in SImilar ein::umstanees m othe.- states receiving Gates Family Foundatl(lll award$
often lacked the plannmg skills necessary 10 take full lldvantage of the technology offered. It is
likely thaI small and rural library administrators may not have received training in the type of
infonnation technology planning useful to them. As. mull, the weli_intended E·rate
technology plan Kqwmnmt was eltha o\erkill or had lilt.le Impkt.

Many library adminislrators noted thallhere was no apparent use made of the lechnology
plans by those who required thaI the plans be submiued. One Slate library manager notes that
this is not entirely true, -if you talk 10 one oflhe less than 5-/. oftbe applicants \\110 received an
FCC audIt, you will lind out that Ihe plans an: \·cry. very Important Not having sometluog
covered in a technology plan IS the fastcst way to lose: a lot o(money.~

Statc and local library managen in every state independently offered essentially the same
impression of the E-rate program administntlion slaff:

_ "There must be high tumovtT there;~

• The staffMlaek familiarity with what libraries do, library organiution, opcnuOO$ or basic
library tcnninology;~

• "Sometimes the SLD suff didn't know their own program;" and
• MI could nevtt talk 10 the same penlOO twice in a row, which meant Wt I had to go

lhrough the same CJlplanatkJn OVtT and over before I could get to the quesu.on I re:lIUy
needed answered.~

Most library managers reported frustratioll with their OOIIlacts with E-rate program
.wninistl1lt>on staff.

Library managers' comments focused on results at the local level (an improved,
streamlined application and paymenl process) not on who was administering the program at the
federal level (be II the FCC or some 0Iher federal unit) or how it .... strue:tured. The process
was onerotIJ. the federal admmistnti\·c staffwere e-,·er changing, hard to conununieate with, and
often uninfonned about their own progl1lm and public libl1lries. All local and State library
managers were surprised that the federal administrator oflhc program did not work more closely
with state libnuies, the established mediator and conduit between federal fUDders and local
libraries.
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The E-",te prognIm \1\'15 intended to m1uce poICtlllai incquil)' in lICCC!lS I() the Internet by
aiding schools and librariC!l servmg those lnst .tile to afford these !iClViecs. Library managers
~ng these communities regularly asked scveral qucstion.s thal may need atlcnbOn by E·rate
program admimstrators in the futu1le:

• Are E-rate forms and instnletions bLascd in thelr lllllguage and ell:planalions toward
Khools making the proccs.s less clear to libranlllls and contributing I() the feeling that
libraries are not equal panicipants in the process? Many library admmislrnlor.>
interviewed ell:pressed agteenlClit with this view. Perhaps this contributed to the widely
reported perception during the site visits that public schools had bentfiled more from the
prognun than public libnnes.

• Did the complell:ity of the application ptlXCSS itselfsen·e to m1uce applications from the
public orglllliZlltions E·rate sought most to serve because admmistnttors did not have the
time, skill 01" patience to negotiate the pnxess? How many .mmmstrlttors in the target
organizations were wilhng I() read ....hat one adrninistIlUor in one of the poorest counties
in the country described IS Mforms written by attorneys for .ttorneysT' One pOOy
panicipant asked, "Did some places look at the opening bar lIlId decide it was tOO high?"

• DKIthc application process unintentionally reward those with grant ....Titing skills. or lhe
skill, lCnacity, and lime (or slall) to deal with the complell regulallons and application.
Skills that arc most hkely to be absent in the organizations E-nlte sought IDOSl to serve.
particularly small public libntries? Certainly the most successful applicants interviewed
Mjust worked the process and regulations for all they were worth."

• Did the application process unintentionally reward organiutions with mformauon
technology (IT) staff and skills, skills most likely to be: absent in the orglllli:altions E·rate
sought mast to serve, panicularly small publK: Iibnuics1 1nc most successful applicants
interviewed who applied for wiringllld equipment funding had t«hoica! S1a.ffwho could
aecuralCly assess their present and furore technology needs IIld W~ ready and able to
use the equipment received. Mosl of the libnlrics in impovenshed areas visited for thiS
study did not have technology sllfT employed. Most ofthcsc same libraries did DOl report
ready access to IT sllfTin the conununity.

• Did under·uained E-l11te program sllfT and high sllfT turnovC!' contribute to unequal
treatment of organizations In equal CircumStances? SlIte and local library managers ID
every Stlte frequently voluntceml instances in which libraries with identical
circumstances received difTerent advice .bout how 10 -ecurately complete E-nlte
applications and/or received difTcrctlt E-nlle awards (in the same: funding cycle).

• Comments about the appropriateness of the uw of number of students eligible for Ihc
National School Lunch Prognun I() establish diSOOllT1t eligibility were common.

None of the questions asked lhove were tested formally in any way by the investigators.
HowevC!', SIUdy plll1Cipants regularly J1Ii.sed the Issues embodied in the above questions.



HIstorically public libraries ba~e not dealt direclly wnb fedcnl agencies to obtain
funding.1.' This has certainly been tme when libraries usc tbc principal (indeed until rt.~ently the
only) fedenl Iibnry grant program: LSTA. Instead, public libraries balle interacted witb the
Slate library lhat interacls with, interprets and applies federal guidance, This has been an
CXll1l(lrdmary fruilful relationship for nearly lilly yean: for at least four reuons:

• Public libraries know and tru~ State libmy (Ie,.·elopmmt administralOfS;
• Stale library Idmmistnuors serve as an effective buffer and I bndge between public

libraries and !heir snuatiorul and fedenl pmgnm intent Said stmply, Slate libranes lITC

masters at making fodCTllI iOlcnl work in local setlings:
• Federal program administrators listen to state libraries lIS they shape and thcn implemcnt

their programs; and
• State libraries administer their own funding, State library lid.. wbieh can be coordinated

WIth federal fundlDg.

The E-me prognun is making the transition 10 I regulaT fixture, an importanl, stabIc sourtt of
public library funding. E-rate admlDlstralOT$ need 10 more: fully cuhlllite a relauomhlp with
potential Slale library allies to ensure programmatic 5OCCCSS.

SUltC Ljbraries Contribution to the E-Ratc Program

AI po::senl, state libraries do nOI halle I formal working relationship with the E-l1Ite
adrninistntlOll. Stlte libraries lITC not formally "in the loop~ and they an: not compeI1JItcd fOl"
their efforts 10 make the E-rak program wort locaUy. As I raull, stale libJvies hive h.d 10
TC$fIODd not to p10p0s.ed E-n1C Inltlililles tol1llm1l'icated 10 them In advance by E-me
adrniniSlnllors, but 10 the enes far help from their local public libraries at the same ume or Iller
these libnuies learn of their r>eed for help. Said differently, stale libnuies halle been ICrambling
to make the E-nte program wort for their local1ibraries without reward or compensation. The
stale libraries Ilisited had:

• Designated staff 10 be E·rate (:Q(lrdinaton. and involved OIher library development staff
often \ISing LSTA GranlS 10 Swe Library Agmcia and state funds 10 pay saluies and
p1OS'&II",..tic support untilsometlnng more: permanent could be worked out;

• Eslablishcd worting relallonsillpl with their equally hastily OesignalOd stale department
of ed\lclltion E-rate coordmalOTll;

• Widely lIdvertiscd the E-...te program;
• Identified and assembled accurate datB from vanous sourees necessary for public library

applicants to complete E-l1lte applications:
• Closely monitored the E-nte program chang~ and rapidly communicated them 10 the

state's public libraries. State libnuy E·rate coordinalOrS had to develop their own
approaches 10 obtaining 1lCCur31e dati and interpretations of E·...te regulatiolU. polictes
and applica1Jon fomu. They",-ere 00l offlClal1y ~in the klop:-
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• Created or contribvtcd 10 Slate library OT state department of education E-rate ....eb sites
and bstservs to assist locallibfaries wilb the application process;

• Coooucted numerous workshops throuxhout the stale to alert public library ITIlIl1agcrs to
the imponancc of the program, llSsisted them with technology plannmg, and helped them
wilh completing the E-Illte application process;

• Willingly worll:ed one-<ln-one over the phone or in person with publie library
admil\JstratOfl sl1uggling to complete E-rnle llpplical1ons; and

• RespDl1ded 10 vlUious requests from fedeTl.l E-Illte adnuniSlfators for data. notably data
eenlfying that certain lilmtries exist, their address., status.. and qualification to receive
state aid.

In one case, Ha_ii, lhe Slate library completed the application forms for the Slates' fifty public
library branches. In Florida, State libnu'y stafT spent a significant amount of time WIth OOC-<ln­
one assistance helping individual libranes complete forms. In anothcr case. Pennsylvania, the
Stale library required all applicants for State library pants 10 b\~ applied for E'rate dl:Koun\S.

All of the public libntries viSIted used and valued the services offered by theIr state
libnnes. State libraries want tbe E-rue program 10 51~ They ha\'e commmed their OWl!

~urces and re-directed State and LSTA GnmllllO State Libruy Agencies I'e$OUl'CCS in eritical
efforts to a!lSist public libraries 10 panieipate in the program. The next step is for the E·rate
program 10 bring state libraries l1\Ol'e fully into the effOl1.

t",uginl', II Rl'dumon in 0/'l',."ti"8 CDst~·

Many of the libraries visited applied for E-nte funding 10 cover moolbly
telecommunications and Internet access fees. Several received funding for intemal wiring, A
few obtamed network equipment u~es (such ll$ switehes and routers) via E-rate IUppon.
ElIlernal funden ratcly pay oogomg operating apel\SlCS (tIw b assumed to be the Ioeallibrary's
responsibility), but E·rate funding is different, E-rate. for most libraries, covers whal would
otherwise be ongoing ~ti...g expenses: I'I\OIIthly telecommunications and Internet 1lCees5 foes.
On !he plus side, the reduction in openting costs that E'l1Ile discounlS bring means the money
SlIVed can be used 10 meet 10Cll1 needs.

On the negative side, a change 11\ E-Illte fundlDg has a... Immediale and dil'llCt impact. As
DOe library manager lumrnari:ud. MWhen I heard ttbout E-rate my ears immediately perll:ed up.
Imagine. II federal prognm that .....as going to support my real operating costs. TIle problem is
we can't budgct for E-rate. We don'l know from year-In-year if we will m::elve fuoomg, how
much we will m::eive, when we will receive it. or whether the program Will be around...wDne,
E·rate's funding cycles may worl; for the schools but they do t>Ot correspond 10 our fiscal year or
the calcndar year... we have 10 ftat It [E-l1lle funding] like an unanticipated gift." E-rate's
promise, if it becomes Stable and reliable, is a direct. posim'e impact on every public library's
bottom line. The reality, al present, is that E·rate discounts do not eneountgC sound planning or
efficient usc of the awards by libraries.
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Filtering

At the time of the site visits. new E-rate regulations re'luiring an Internet use policy and
the use of filters on Internet workstations were proposed and about to go into efTC(;1. 61 The study
team asked those visited what impact would the proposed filtering regulations have on their
panieipation in the E-rate program?

Situation at the Time oflhe Announcement ofProoosel! Filtering Regulations

The study team first asked what the present use of filtering was in the library. In some
cases. the library administrator didn't immediately know. Filtering can be done by a vendor,
Internet service provider, at the server level ur at individual workstations. In some cases (e.g.,
when filtering is done by the vendor, lSI', or at the server levell, locallibnnians and library users
may not be aware that workstations arc filtered. In some of the libraries visited users have the
option of using a filter or not. Most users prefer unfiltered Internet access. Other libraries
visited filtered some wurltstations but not others. All of the libraries visited had a libra't board­
approved Internet use policy in place prior to announccffiCilt of proposed regulations. Many
offered at least one workstation that was ftltered prior to the announcement of proposed
regulations.

Library Administrators had a Range of Views on Filtering

Public library managers offered a range of views on a federal filtering requirement. Only
one manager interviewed thought the requirement a good idea. At the other end of the spectrum
were comments like the following: "Our community has visited this issue and decided not to
filter and we will not revisit it, even if that means the loss of federal funding." Or, "My board
would absolutely not apply for federal funding if filtering waS required." In Michigan, many of
Ihe librarians mentioned thaI Ihey Ihought Ihe federal regulalions were in conflict with existing
Michigan state law, which left fillering decisions to local communities.

Librarians Question Whether Filtering Software Works

Most library managers were dissatisfied with existing filtering software, stating it didn't
work or that it required constant tinkering by tC(;hnology staff to be only moderately efTC(;tivc:.
Those interviewed offered many examples of how fillering software didn'l work. For example,
one librarian mentioned the elemenlary school teacher that had to alter an assignment to learn
about the U.S. Virgin Islands when filtering software at both the school and public library would
not allow access 10 web sites containing the word ''virgin.'' One library manager interviewed
wondered if federal money might be better spenl developing filtering software that worked.

61 F(II' CUTmII devcl<.>pmcnt< ..e, ALA. om"" f(ll' Intette.:1WI1 Fr=lnm and Washington Office. eIP..!.
<bllpJ'lwww.ata,nrglcipal>orIl<><:her, BOO. Frcquet1tly a,kod question. on """,plying wil~ l~e Children's Internet
Prole<:tion Act. Madison, Wt· Stale of Wisconsin Departmenl of Pubtic Instrucl;"".
<hnp~/www.dpi.Slale.wi.us/dpi!dtctlpldlcipafaq.h\lnt>or S<:hnci<!er, Karen G. (2002. Jan""')'), Inl<:m<1 Li\lnl.ri""
E-rate: The ogony an<! the ecstasy. Am~rka~ Libraries. p. 94,
.. This cor=ponds with nali""al 'ludies suggesting mo,1 librarie' have po~d.. in place. Sec for e....mpte.
Un;veBity of !1li""i. (2000) wh= • survey of """" than t000 li\lnl.ries indicoted that 94. m had format tntm>el
aco:esS polici...
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Slf,le Libraries. a !'ptenti,1 Ally, nol In the Loop

The confusion over how 10 comply with proposed E'1'll1e regulalions Telllirding fihcnng
allowed one clear area of needed improvement to surface. Fcdcnl E-nllc admlnlstralors n.eed 10

establish c1Cl1r hnes of official communication wllh E-I'llte coordinators atlhc stale libl'llncs. All
of the local liblaf)' manag~ intervicvo~ used aoo valued lhe: asSistance of the: SUIte libnuy In

making sense of E·...lc: fonns and regulations. All of the: Slatc libnuies visited designated stafflO
monitor E·rate: de..-elopmenlS and offer prognms 10 assiSl libraries wrth E-...IC funding wnhoul
any compensation from. Dr offICial rdalionsbip with, !be federal E-"'le: Ildministrators.

When the: federal E'l'llle adminlslration proposed fillcnng regulatioos, library managers
naturally lUmed 10 the: SUlk: library for advice as they do willt the: fedenll LSTA libnuy program,
Federal E-I'llIC admimstraton offered stale libraries l\O special trainmg and provided no special
lines of official communication fOT state libmrics to contact. AI a consequence, State tibl1lrY E­
...te coordinators, lbc:se key advison to the stale's public libraries, could not speak with one
consistent, accurale, knowledgCllble voice. Knowledge about the: p10p0scd regulations, the:
regulatory ploccss, now 10 inlerpn:1 the regulltion and advice reganling what acllOO librvy
managers should take \1lried from Stak: library III State library despite the best effortS of State
libnry personnel. Clcarly, federal E--rale administrators conlinue to miss an opportunity 10 ensure
its program's stUCSS by helping art ally.

Consensus on FiltcriolZ Issues on Seytta! Key Points

M0511ibrary managers interviewed Igreed on sc:vcra.I points:

• "No one wants children to be exposed 10 potTJOgr3phy in our libnJrics.M

• Most Iibm)' managcn interviewed had obscrv«I Dr heard of instances ofusen llCCCS'ing
pornography via their library's Inlcrnd ...'Oftstations. Howevl:'". all belie\'ed !be number
of USCT5 ac:cc:ssing pomognphy at the libfaty 10 be very small. A few library technology
ITI&IIllgCI"5 reported WlC of software moni!on' 10 sample the incidence of pomogIlIpby usc
in !beir systems. All reported accessing pornog.raphy II !he library 10 be rare.

• "Rcquiringlibnries 10 usc filtering software is nlII: I role fDr the federal govcmmcnt,"
• "Librarians should llOllla\'e 10 serve as Internet Cops and be policing how patrons use the

JDlcmet, I did nOl sign on 10 be a cop.-
• Mlflhe fedcl'llt govmuncnt requires us 10 filtcr we will, we need the money.-

• MWhy make public libraries, whose funding from the fcderJ.1 government does not even
merit I line ,lem in the budget, the polOl men In our local eommunihes in the war agamst
the multibillion dollar pornography industty? My first thought was this was just another
unfunded mandate:. My second was how can lhey [Ihe federal glI\~lTlCIltl e:<pcc1 lIS
(public libnriesj to win. My third lboughl was that maybe they don'l upcclllS to WIn. II
kind of sends I messa~ about bow serious !he federa.1 governmenl is about fighting
pomogruphy doesn't it'!'"

M0I>1 librarians believed the issue had received ll'lOl'e attention than it meriled. One librarian
womed about the unintended consequences, -Librarians have made • big effon to change !he
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public', image of !he profcsslon from the spinster with a bun sbushing library usen. Havc "'C

done so only to be pen;eived as thc community's purwyors ohmut?"

E.rote and LocQ/ fuclHlnge Curriers: Who '''ill Apply Pressure?

All partlclpanlll Identified key issues that had surfllCed dunng E·rate ImpkmerttatlOn
d1scussiOllll withm tbe state and thai requm: rcsoIutlOn at the local cxchange carrier (LEC) le\.'e!
wllbm the states. For example:

• Some: LECs "don't care about working with libraries to par1ieipate in E·rale," as one
participant noted. As a result, thcse LECs are not rcady andlor willinlllO fadlitate the
discount process.

• One LEC requires. 17·page application for local Ielephooc 5CrVia-. A$. ~Il, the
libtar)' in llW 5CrVice ellchangc OOc:sn't ha\'C. telepoone.

• Colorado is borne 10 one of the only LECs in county that refused to get 11110 number 10

participate m the E·nll: procC:SS. Thc FCC had 10 thrutCTI thai LEC with li<X'l1SC 10S5 to
gct 10 compliance.

• There is a milled servicc bag al best beyond the 1·25 corridor in Colorado and outside
major population areas in Florida, There are rural pockets in Pennsylvania where even
satcllitc strvices don'l work reliably (althougb there ha\'C been reccnt improvcmetll$).

Thus, 1bcY'c an: some fundammtallelcpbonc and LECbascd xrvicc issues that """,Ire rnoluoon
in these Siltes. These issues arc • panleularly pressmg issue In rural aras. Who, at the fedenl
and SllIe levcls wlllideotify additional LEC issues.nd apply prcssun: to resolvc them?

E·rale & Libraries: Why po Ljbraries Re!<civs So Ljllle? Whal Can De Donc?

An evaluat\Oll ofE-rate funding done for the U.S. I)q)artmeot of Education by the Urban
lnstitulC" painlll • stark picture regarding public library patUClpalion in the E·nte program.
Public litnrics llI1ly receive about 3-4% of all £.Ratc funding support and llI1ly abool SO% of ,u
cligible libraries apply. The separate analysis of £.me dall conducted by tbc study team (as
found in chapter 3) confinn these findings. Why? What can be done? Tablc 3.4 divides the
responses heard inlo threc distinct areas: policy IT\3king (i.e" whether policy matches legislative
intent. gools and objectives), policy implcmentation (whethcr technical refincments need
reconsideration). and policy impact (views on the impact of policy by thc library managns
.ffected by its impicmenillion)

.. ,..,.,~m <I: ... (2000. p. m For 8dd,1loIIUI dcuill .... T.... 1.3 of ItuI~ or IJaIvenaI Scrv1ce
Admmd1lP.I'~ Cw'l*'J'. (2000), F...tma """"",m..-. by ....uun- -..aa md ....,Iy IyJIe. A.-J rq>Ml. P
)8. <btIp:lt..ww.....__IICl'VlCC.......~.
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Table 3.4 E.nt.t~&. Ubrarles: Wkv So Uttle'! WIaII CaD Be lkloe:'
Wk . So Utile:' Willi Can Be 1)01111

Polkv Makin
Use ofscboollunch <!ala: Rdlecl!l a bias in Recognizl' that libraries do nO\ only SCrle
favor of one type of those affected by tile - '" their eommunitics (school
digitlll diVIde: poor school children. Public children), but are !he last and oftt'lt the only
libraries Sl'lye poor school chlldren_ E'rate resort for public access to the Intemet for
regulat," did not consider Utal libraries all. Devise a1tematl\'C lI'IOChanisms to allow
also se,,'C those affeaed by the digital libraries to more fully panicipate.
divide throughout !he communu)'. """'.for ex.ample. who might not be poor but
blind. mighl be a neighborhood of low-
inc<)ttle SCnlors willtout poor children to eat
subsidized lunches. and who might live
anywhere in the commumty (or beyond)
not IUSI next to the nearest school.
School bIas: Wu ",' intenl .f "" ReoonSlder the intent of the law and devise
legislalloo 10 fa"or public schools ~.~ regulallons and applicatlOllS 10 enable
libraries (~ .- instilUIK!ns ,., "," libfaries 10 use theIr unique II$SI't$ 10 mtuce
matter)? Libnry managers oote tnat !he !he digital dIvided in ways intended by the
language of existing regulalions, law.
applications, instructions, explanations, and
examples are mostly designed for public
schools. Libraries receive only 3-4% of E·
nile awards.
Egyi\)': Do m, ""'"' lUIintended Maleh programmatic intent ,.
application barriers thWtlrt use by the \'f:ry implementation procedures and application
organizations E-rate funding is Intended 10 """"help? The~1 libraries lack the time

~" expertise 10 handle a cumbersome,
complicated appl>calioo process. y~....,

~ m, - -'" f~ m, ""'"auislllltcc.
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